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"Education Act of 1958" The "National Defense Act of 1958" (H.R. 13247), in- 
Approved by Committee, cluding provisions for about 20,000 Federal scholar- 


Moves Near House Vote ships, a student loan program, and a program of fellow- 


ships for the expansion of graduate education, has been 
approved by the House Committee on Education and Labor and is expected to reach debate 
on the floor of the House this month. 

President Eisenhower on July 7 gave general endorsement to the bill, but at the same 
time suggested that the number of scholarships be reduced to meet more nearly the Admin- 
istration's recommendation of 10,000. 

House action on the four-year program, estimated by the Office of Education to cost 
$826 million of which $468 million is for higher education, is at this point not easily 
predicted. Members of Congress say they are receiving surprisinglyfew expressions of 
judgment from the public and even from the colleges on this legislation. 


The titles of major interest to higher education are by excerpt, or in outline, as 
follows: 


TITLE I. GENERAL PROVISIONS 


The Congress hereby finds and declares that the security of the nation requires the 
fullest development of the mental resources of its young men and women. The present 
emergency demands that additional and more adequate educational opportunities be made 
available...The Congress reaffirms the principle and declares that the State and local 
communities have and must retain control over and primary responsibility for public edu- 
cation. The national interest requires, however, that the Federal Government give 
assistance to education for programs which are important to defense... 


TITLE II. NATIONAL DEFENSE SCHOLARSHIPS ($175 Million 


1. State Commissions, within the funds allotted to each and from among those com- 
peting during the next four fiscal years, shall "select persons to be awarded scholar- 
ships in accordance with objective tests and other measures of aptitude and ability to 
pursue successfully at an institution of higher education.a course of study leading to 
@ bachelor's degree, giving special consideration to those with superior capacity or 
preparation in science, mathematics, or a modern foreign language." 

2. An individual is eligible to compete in any state if he "(1) is a resident of 
the State; (2) makes application in accordance with such rules as the State Commission 
may establish; and (3) is not, or has not been, enrolled in any course of study beyond 
the secondary school level." 

3. Scholarship holders shall be paid $500 during each academic year. Any such 
person determined by the State Commission to need additional assistance shall be paid an 
additional amount, not to exceed $500, in accordance with standards, procedures and 
criteria established by the State Commission, which the U. S. Commissioner of Education 
has approved. It is required that the additional amount shall be based on "the indi- 
vidual's need for financial assistance to continue his education at an institution of 
higher learning, such need to be determined without regard to tuition, fees, and other 
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expenses of attendance at the institution of higher education chosen by the 
individual." 

4, The normal duration of a scholarship shall be four academic years, and in 
no event beyond completion of work for the bachelor's degree. Payments shall 
continue only so long as the holder (1) devotes essentially full time to work 
leading to a bachelor's degree, (2) is maintaining satisfactory proficiency in the 
course of study, and "(3) is not receiving expenses of tuition or other scholar- 
ship or fellowship aid or educational assistance from other Federal sources (other 
than a monetary allowance under a reserve officers' training program or money paid 
under other provisions of this Act." 


TITLE III. LOANS TO STUDENTS IN INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION ($220 Million) 


Designed to enable "the Commissioner to stimulate and assist in the establish- 
ment at institutions of higher education of funds for the making of low-interest 
loans to students in need thereof to pursue their.courses of study." The appro- 
priation would be $40 million for the first year, $60 million for each of the next 
three years, and such sums "as may be necessary" for the next three years. Sums 
appropriated would be available in accordance with agreements between the Com- 
missioner and institutions of higher education, for payment of Federal capital 
contributions which, together with contributions from the institutions, would be 
used to establish and maintain student loan funds. 

Under certain conditions an institution could borrow Federal funds to help in 
financing its own capital contribution to the fund, which would be not less than 
25% of the Federal capital contribution. Terms upon which student loans would be 
made include the following: 

1. No more than $1,000 to a student during any fiscal year, the total of 
loans for all years not to exceed $5,000. 

2. A loan would be made only to a student who (A) is in need of the amount 
of the loan to pursue a course of study at the institution, and (B) is capable, in 
the opinion of the institution, of maintaining good scvanding and has been accepted 
for enrollment as a full-time student, or, in the case of a student already attend- 
ing such institution, is in good standing and in full-time attendance there either 
as an under-graduate or graduate student. 

3. Loans to be repaid in equal annual installments over a 10-year period 
beginning one year after the borrower ceases to be a full time student. To bear 
interest at 2 during the period prior to the first repayment, and 4% thereafter. 
Liability for repayment would be canceled upon death or permanent and total 
disablement of the borrower. 


TITLE V. LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT ($13.7 Million) 


1. The Commissioner would be authorized to contract with institutions of 
higher learning for the operation of language institutes "for advanced training, 
particularly in the use of new teaching methods and instructional materials, for 
individuals who are engaged in or preparing to engage in the teaching, or super- 
vising of training teachers of any modern foreign language in schools at the 
elementary or secondary level or in institutions of higher learning." 

2. He would be authorized also to make contracts with institutions of higher 
education for the establishment and operation of Language and Area Centers "for 
the teaching of any modern foreign language with respect to which the Commissioner 
determines (1) that individuals trained in such languages are needed by the 
Federal Government or by business, industry, or education in the United States, 
and (2) that adequate instruction in such language is not readily available in the 
United States." Any such contract would cover not more than 50% of the cost of 
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the establishment and operation of the center. The Commissioner would be author- 
ized under certain conditions to pay stipends to individuals undergoing advanced 
training in modern foreign languages upon "reasonable assurance that the recipients 
of such stipends will, on completion of their training, be available for teaching a 
modern foreign language in an institution of higher education or for such other 
service of a public nature as may be permitted in regulations of the Commissioner." 
3. The Commissioner would be authorized, directly or by contract, to make 
studies and surveys to determine the need for increased or improved instruction in 
modern foreign languages and other fields needed to provide a full understanding 
of the areas, regions, or countries in which such languages are commonly used to 
conduct research on more effective methods of teaching such languages and in such 
other fields, and to develop specialized materials. 


TITLE VI. EXPANSION OF GRADUATE EDUCATION. ($59.4 Million) 


1. The Commissioner would ve authorized to award 1,000 fellowships in the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and 1,500 fellowships in each of the next three 
years, such fellowships to be for periods of study not exceeding three academic 
years. 

2. Fellowships would be awarded to individuals accepted for study in graduate 
programs approved by the Commissioner. The Commissioner would approve a graduate 
program of an institution only upon application by the institution and only upon 
his finding that: (1) such program is a new program or an existing program which 
has been expanded, (2) such new program or expansion of an existing program will 
substantially further the objective of increasing the facilities available in the 
Nation for the graduate training of college and university level teachers and of 
promoting a wider geographical distribution of such facilities throughout the 
Nation, and (3) in the acceptance of persons for study in such programs, preference 
will be given to persons interested in teaching in institutions of higher education. 

3. (a) Fellowship holders would receive a stipend of $2,000 for the first 
academic year of study after the baccalaureate degree, $2,200 for the second year, 
and $2,400 for the third year, plus an additional $400 for each such year on 
account of each of his dependents. 

(b) In addition to these amounts paid to the individual, there would be 
paid to the institution at which such person is pursuing his course of study such 
amount," not less than $500 or more than $2,500 per academic year, as is determined 
by the Commissioner to constitute that portion of the cost of the new graduate 
program or of the expansion in an existing graduate program which he is pursuing, 
which is reasonably attributable to such person." 


College Witness Offers President Hurst R. Anderson, of American University, 
Testimony Favoring Loans a member of the Council's Committee on Relation- 
For Housing, Classrooms ships of Higher Education to the Federal Govern- 


ment, presented testimony on July 9 in support of 
the College Housing Loan Program, and also in favor of a new program of loans for 
academic facilities, before the Subcommittee on Housing of the House Committee on 
Banking and Currency. President Anderson on this occasion spoke also for the 
American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Universities, the Association 
for Higher Education, NEA, the Association of American Colleges, and the State 
Universities Association. President Lewis Webster Jones, of Rutgers University, 
presented similar testimony for the Council on May 21 before the Senate Sub- 
committee on Housing. 


A partial text of President Anderson's testimony follows: 


id - 
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Mr. Chairman, the College Housing Loan Program since 1950 has provided 
essential expansion on 650 campuses, in 46 of the 48 states plus Hawaii, Alaska 
and Puerto Rico. As of May 31, 1958, the colleges under this program had com- 
pleted, or had under construction 107,374 living units to serve men and women 
students, student families, and a limited number of faculty members. In addition, 
funds as of that date had been reserved for 37,200 more units. While this total 
of approximately 145,000 living units serves less than 5 percent of the current 
college enrollment in the United States, these units represent an essential ex- 
pansion which, for the most part, we are convinced, would not have taken place 
without the College Housing Loan Program. In view of the rapid growth of our 
student population, and in consideration of the new demands being made upon 
education by reason of developments in science and on the international scene, we 
ask that the present program be continued with additional funds adequate to the 
task... 

The demand for these loans has continued to be very strong. Reservations of 
funds this last fiscal year ending June 30 totalled, almost $235 million, leaving 
only $25 million in available funds for further loans in fiscal 1959. 


Request for Additional Funds 


Since we are sure the demand for loans in fiscal 1959 will continue, and 
probably increase, the Council and the other groups represented here recommend 
that adequate additional funds be authorized. We have noted that in the Talle 
Bill (H. R. 11173) the Administration has recommended only an additional $200 
million for college housing. The Rains Bill (H. R. 12752) would provide $400 
million for this purpose, plus $100 million for non-profit hospital housing of 
student nurses and interns. The Senate Committee's bill (S. 4035) provides $350 
million for college housing, with provision that $50 million of this shall be 
reserved for related facilities (dining and health), and provides also $50 million 
for the housing of student nurses and interns. 

The American Council's Committee voted early this year to recommend $300 
million, including $50 million for dining and health facilities, for the College 
Housing Program alone. An authorization of $325 million for this same program is 
recommended by the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Univ- 
ersities, the Association for Higher Education of the National Education Associa- 
tion, and the State Universities Association. Our recommendations, you will note, 
have been conservative, being based upon what we believed the minimum use of funds 
in the next fiscal year would be. In the light of expanding needs, however, the 
higher authorizations proposed in the Rains Bill and the Senate Bill may well be 
quite realistic, and entirely in order. Indeed the colleges and universities 
would be in better position to plan their expansion programs if the available 
funds each year were not so limited, and so often on the verge of exhaustion. 
Certainly there is no danger to the Government even if authorized funds exceed 
the actual need in a fiscal year, because no money is expended except upon proper 
application by the institutions, and after careful scrutiny by Government represen- 
tatives. 

You will note that, as representatives of the colleges and universities, we 
have not considered it appropriate to offer a recommendation as to the hospital 
program which is included in both the Rains and the Senate Bills. We do strongly 
recommend and endorse, however, reservation of the additional $50 million for 
college student dining facilities, infirmaries and other health facilities, as 
provided in S. 4035. The original $100 million reserved for these purposes in 
1955 has now been exhausted. Since this program makes possible an expansion of 
student services vital to the colleges, the additional authorization of $50 million 
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in this category is one of our major concerns. Additional information on this 


subject has been supplied to the Committee, we understand, by the Association of 
College Unions. 


The Interest Rate Formula 


Mr. Chairman, we wish to emphasize that the continued success of the College . 
Housing Loan Program is heavily dependent upon the continuance of the present 
interest rate formula, adopted in 1955. The Administration Bill, we are concerned 
to note, proposes for the third straight year the adoption of a new interest rate 
formula which would have the effect of making the colleges pay a substantially 
higher interest cost. The increase would be approximately 3/8 of one percent. 
While this at first glance may seem only a minor change, we are convinced that it 
would have most serious implications for the program. 

You may recall that last year the Council presented in its testimony the 
findings of the report, "Financing of College and University Permanent Housing," 
prepared by Dean Arthur M. Weimer, of the School of Business, Indiana University, 
and by his colleague, Professor John D. Long. The Weimer Report, which has been 
widely recognized as a useful contribution to the study of college finance, showed 
what happened when the College Housing interest rate was reduced, effective August 
195, from 3 percent to 2 3/4 percent by adoption of the present formula. In the 
year prior to this reduction, when the rate was still coe percent, there were only 
126 applications for loans totaling $98,650,000, but in the year after the reduct- 
ion to 2 3/4 percent there were 402 applications for loans totaling $429, 709,000. 
It seems reasonable to assume that if the reduction of 3 of one percent brought 
such a rapid rise in demand for loans in 1955, an increase at this time of 3/8 of 
one percent might bring a considerable drop in applications. The Weimer Report 
supports this assumption by showing in Table VIII-l that if the College Loan 
interest rate were increased to as much as 3 percent, 68 percent of the colleges 
responding believed it would be necessary to withdraw their applications for funds. 
It is reasonably clear, then, on the basis of what has happened in the past and on 
what college officials say about the ability of their institutions to pay in the 
future, that the effect of such an interest rate advance as is proposed would be 
to block much of the planned expansion to meet the student needs which were so 
well described by the HHFA official quoted, and which are the concern of us all... 

Under the current formula the College Housing Program started out in 1955 
with a rate of 2.75 percent (2.50 plus .25) which was the minimum rate, or in 
effect a floor rate. Actually, however, if the rate had been based on calculation 
of the average rates of all government securities at that time, it would have been 
only 2.601 percent (2.351 plus .25). Thus the colleges in 1955 were in fact pay- 
ing an interest rate which afforded the government a small profit. If in 1956 and 
197 the general level of interest rates instead of going up had gone down, then 
the government profit from the College Loans would have increased, and I am sure 
the colleges would not have complained. As it happens, however, general interest 
rates went up, with the result that the average rate paid by the Government for 
its loans came up to the floor rate of 2.75 being paid by the colleges, and con- 
tinued to rise. Under the formula now in use the college rate was adjusted to the 
rising average Government rate in July, 196 to 2-7/8 percent, and in 1957 to 
3 percent, which was only fair, and the colleges had no complaint. On July 1 of 
this year, however, when the average Government rate showed a decrease, the college 
rate was adjusted downward to 2-7/8 percent, again giving a fair reflection of 
what the Government pays for its money. Thus the record itself demonstrates, we 
believe, that the formula adopted in 1955 has provided adequate protection to the 
Government, and has been effective in encouraging construction of the student 
housing which is so essential to the welfare and strength of the nation. 
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Terms and Conditions "Equally As Favorable" 


We note also, Mr. Chairman, that the Talle Bill proposes to amend Section 
401 (a) of the Housing Act of 1950 under which no loan shall be made "unless 
the educational institution shows that it is unable to secure the necessary funds 
for such construction from other sources upon terms and conditions equally as 
favorable as the terms and conditions applicable to loans under this title. The 
language of the new proposal would permit the Housing Administrator to withhold 
a loan if private financing is available "on terms and conditions which the 
Administrator determines to be reasonable and consistent with the purposes of 
this title.” It is our belief that the new wording would tend to shift the making 
of a decision on whether to grant a college loan away from the realm of clear and 
legal determination into an area of personal judgment and possible bias. Under 
this proposal, a Federal loan might be refused even if the offer from a private 
lending source were at a rate much higher than the Federal interest rate. We 
strongly recommend, therefore, that the present language, including the key 
phrase, "equally as favorable," be retained in the bill. 


Federal Guaranties 


In Section 505 through 509 the Administration Bill proposes a new program 
of Federal guaranties of taxable bonds of educational institutions to aid in 
financing housing and other educational facilities as defined in the existing Act. 
This is designed primarily to help the private institutions, since the income 
from bonds of public institutions is generally exempt from Federal taxation. The 
Council's Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Govern- 
ment discovered after inquiry, however, that few institutions believe this plan 
would be of benefit. The Committee therefore decided not to endorse the proposal. 


Loans for Classroom Buildings and Other Academic Facilities 


Coming now to the important new afea of concern recognized in Section 405 of 
the Rains Bill, and Section 502 of the Senate Bill, let me say that the American 
Council and other groups for some time have been studying the need for a new 
program of assistance to institutions of higher learning for the construction of 
academic facilities of the kinds they require to meet their educational objectives. 
This would include classrooms, laboratories, libraries and related facilities. 

The Council's Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal 
Government recommended in January of this year that the Federal Government should 
move promptly to strengthen higher education by assisting the institutions to 
"expand and improve academic facilities." This is essentially the position of 
the other groups which I represent here, though one, the State Universities 
Association, has as yet taken no position on this legislation. 

All of us realize, of course, that the issue can be met with true wisdom 
only when the dimensions of our requirements are known. Accordingly the Council, 
in an effort to get the facts as to needs for expansion of facilities in higher 
education between this year and 1970, asked Dr. John D. Long, of the School of 
Business, Indiana University, to make an appropriate study. A copy of his find- 
ings is now in the hands of the printer, and copies will be sent to the members of 
this Subcommittee. In the meantime, I should like to summarize his findings here 
briefly. 

Dr. Long and his associates at Indiana University have prepared two basic 
estimates of the amount of money needed by colleges and universities in the 
United States to develop a physical plant (buildings and service equipment) of 
minimum adequacy to accommodate all the qualified students who will seek admission 
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in 1970. They have been cautious and conservative, making allowance for the 
probability that we shall develop improved use of space, and more efficient 
methods of teaching. 


In the first estimate, based on expansion and replacement for existing insti- 
tutions only, with 


no allowance for thé acquisition and development costs of land, 
the cost in terms of March 1950 construction dollars would run from a high of 
about $15 billion to a low of about $12 billion, depending on different projections 
of enrollment. Of these amounts, about two-thirds, $11-$9 billion, would be for 
other-than-residential facilities, the facilities that would be provided in Section 
405 of the Rains Bill, and Section 502 of the Senate Bill. 

In the second estimate, based on plans prepared by various states for meeting 
their own long-run needs in higher education, we find that plant requirements for 
minimum adequacy, including the establishment of some new institutions, will run 
from a high of $14 billion to a low of $11 billion, depending likewise on different 
projections of enrollment. Here also about two-thirds of the cost, $9-$7 billion, 
would be for other-than-residential facilities. 

Thus we find that the cost of minimum adequacy in academic facilities from 
now until 1970 will run from a high of about $11 billion to a low of more than 
$7 billion. Such a construction program in the next 12 years clearly is far beyond 
the present resources of the institutions. Even with all available local and 
private sources doing their utmost it is our opinion that minimum plant expansion 
will require the substantial supplemental aid of the Federal Government. The 
judgment of the institutions and of the organizations representing them here is 
supported by extended investigations by important independent agencies such as the 
President's Committee on Education Beyond the High School, and the Rockefeller 
Brothers Fund which reported only recently. 

This being a new program, we have no experience upon which to base our 
judgment as to the amount of Federal loans for this purpose which would be borrow- 
ed in the first year by the institutions. Their response will be governed chiefly, 
one may ‘assume, by their projected needs, and by their anticipated revenue from 
various sources with which to amortize the long-term loans. In considering an 
amount necessary to get the program off to a minimum start, however, our Committee 
early this year proposed $250 million. We note that the Rains Bill would authorize 
$500 million for this purpose, and that the Senate Bill proposes $250 million. It 
is our belief that $250 million would be a good start, but $500 million might be 
an even better start and in addition a powerful encouragement to college admin- 
istrators faced with the responsibility of providing an educational program in 
this country adequate to the demands of our time. They will be in position to do 
a better job of planning their expansion if they know that funds are adequate. 
Furthermore, since there is careful screening of all applications, failure to use 
all the authorized funds in a given fiscal year brings no penalty whatever upon the 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, a program of loans for academic facilities, together with a 
program of support for graduate study such as is proposed in other legislation, 
would provide a major breakthrough for this nation toward its needs in higher 
education. Institution after institution is looking for this kind of direct, 
practical, economical assistance is order to expand the preparation of good minds 
for careers in all areas including physics, chemistry, engineering and other fields. 
We urge you to give the most earnest consideration to this new program based solid- 
ly, we believe, on the successful experience of the Government and the colleges 
with the College Housing Loan Program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee, for the opportunity 
of appearing here today. 
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New Law Permits Training The President has signed S. 385, "The 
Of Federal Employees Government Employees Training Act," which 
In Nonfederal Facilities authorizes under certain conditions the 


training of Federal employee. in public or 
private facilities (Public Law 507). The law sets a limit of 1 percent on the 
agency's authorized personnel strength which may receive training at any one hulle 
time. According to the explanation of the bill presented before the House, this 
means about 24,000 people. Training is limited to not more than 1 year for every 
10 years of Government service, and under no circumstances may it be used purely 
for the purpose of gaining academic degrees. 

The Council's Committee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal 
Government on March 1, 1957 endorsed the principle of permitting Federal agencies 
to arrange with nonfederal educational institutions for training programs for 
their own personnel which relate directly to the needs of the agencies. 


IES Funds Cut Back The Senate-House conferees voted to reduce the 

To $22.8 Million Senate's approved figure of $30.8 million for the 
Department of State's International Educational 

Exchange activities for fiscal 1959 to $22.8 million, and this appropriation has 

been passed. The House had voted $20.8 million as originally requested by the 

Department of State, which is the same amount appropriated for fiscal 198. (See 

this Bulletin Vol. VII, Nos. 16, 17, 21.) 

The legislation as adopted requires that not less than $7,250,000 shall be 
used to purchase foreign currencies or credits owed to or owned by the United 
States Treasury, that not less than $4,623,775 shall be expended for the program 
in Latin America, and that administrative expense is not to exceed $1,437,000. 

Senator Fulbright, in protesting the sharp reduction of the Senate-approved 
$30.8 million, is quoted in the Congressional Record of June 25 as saying: "I 
believe that if we do not exercise greater discrimination, evince a better sense 
of perspective, and have a better idea of how to appropriate our means than is 
indicated by action on this bill, we do not deserve to prosper; and we are not 
prospering, as evidenced by the recent outbreaks in Latin America and in the 
Middle East." 


Committee Approves Bill The Research and Development Subcommittee of the 
To Protect Universities Joint Committee on Atomic Research has approved 


H.R. 13190, introduced by Representative Price, 
which would facilitate indemnity coverage for universities possessing reactors 
for atomic energy research. The bill would amend the Price-Anderson bill (Public 
Law 85-256) enacted in 1957, by exempting universities from certain financial 
requirements. 

Senator Clinton P. Anderson, Vice Chairman of the Joint Committee, has 
introduced an identical bill in the Senate (S. 4069). 
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